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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/10/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. In response to Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references (Page 12, Lines 9-16 of Remarks), the Examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). In this case, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
use the system disclosed by Basilico to control the load on the cache servers disclosed 
by Yates. 

3. With regard to Applicant's assertion that Basilico teaches away from adding a 
cache system (Page 12, Lines 13-16 of Remarks), Applicant has failed to provide any 
evidence of such a teaching. At no point does Basilico disclose or remotely suggest that 
a cache server could not be added to the disclosed system. 
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4. With regard to Applicant's assertion that the system discloses by Basilico is 
"vastly different than configuring or using a CAM to distribute data to different cache 
systems" (Page 12, Lines 17-19 of Remarks), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Applicant's assertion appears to be based on the assumption that distributing requests 
to different devices would require an elaborate modification of the server disclosed by. 
Basilico (Page 12, Lines 26-30 or Remarks). This is simply not the case. In order to 
distribute data to different cache systems, rather that different ports on a single server, 
would simply require that the different cache systems be connected to the output ports 
of the LAN switch. To a LAN switch, there is no difference between a plurality of 
network cards in a single server and a plurality of network cards in various cache 
servers. Each card has a unique address, and the LAN switch has no knowledge 
regarding the physical location of the card it is addressing. 

5. With regard to Applicant's assertion that "In sum, one cannot simply add a cache 
system into the system of Basilico. Most importantly, there is no reasonable expectation 
of success that a cache system would work in the system of Basilico which distributes 
data to different ports and NIC's of a same server " (Page 13, Lines 1-3 of Remarks), the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed above, to a LAN switch such as the one 
disclosed by Basilico, there is no difference between a plurality of network cards in a 
single server and a plurality of network cards in various cache servers. Therefore, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have a reasonable expectation of success since the 
type of device connected to the output ports of a LAN switch such as the one disclosed 
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by Basilico is not relevant to the functionality of the system, and it would be readily 
recognized that a cache server would be able to connect to the output ports as well as 
any other server. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

8. Claim 16 recites the limitation "the selected device" in claim 16. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language^ 
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10. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Basilico (US 
6,243,360). 

1 1 . With regard to claim 30, Basilico discloses that each entry in the CAM includes a 
set of bit values that correspond to at least a portion of a packet and each entry 
including one or more destination fields indication where to send a packet that matches 
the entry's set of bit values (col. 5 lines 8-23) and indicating whether to redirect the 
packet from the destination indicated by the packet (header indicating group of header 
output ports allows the packet to redirect to any of the available destinations indicated in 
the group passed on load or failures, step 512, col. 6 lines 10-14 and col. 3 lines 40-48), 
wherein the CAM is configured to distribute received packet to the plurality of 
processing devices based on a load balancing technique (col. 5 lines 24-36). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 1, 10, 15, 24, and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Basilico (US 6,243,360). 
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14. With regard to claims 1,15, 29, and 31, Basilico discloses a system, method, and 
computer program for dynamically load balancing packets in a network switch to a 
plurality of network interface cards, comprising: configuring a content addressable 
memory (CAM) to indicate distribution of received packets based on a load balancing 
technique to a plurality of processing devices based on a load balancing technique to a 
plurality of processing devices (col. 3 lines 40-48, col. 5 lines 16-30); receiving a packet 
(col. 4 lines 18-28); inputting at least a portion (e.g. destination address field 38) of the 
packet into CAM (col. 5 line 8-16); obtaining a result (code) from the CAM to indicate 
whether to redirect the received packet to a selected processing device and to indicate 
to which processing device selected from among the plurality of processing devices the 
received packet is to be redirected (code embedded in header, see fig. 5B, step 506); 
redirecting the received packet to the selected processing device when the CAM 
indicates to redirect the received packet (col. 5 lines 24-27, note that the redirecting to 
another NIC when a destination is busy the switch/CAM implements dynamic load 
balancing technique); and sending the received packet to a destination indicated by the 
received packet when the CAM does not indicate to redirect the received packet (step 
512, col. 6 lines 10-15, note that when the destination is not busy, the packet is directed 
towards original destination). However, Basilico fails to specifically disclose that the 
processing devices are cache systems that spoof a destination. 

Yates teaches a method for a router distributing client requests to a cache server 
system (16) selected from a plurality of cache storages (18). Yates includes a method 
for redirecting client request to the cache systems. This determination is made at the 
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router using filters (col. 7 lines 46-56). Given this feature, a person of ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying the 
system shown by Basilico to employ the features shown by Yates in order to improve 
and reduce redundancy of data delivery and access (see col. 5 lines 21-24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use cache servers in place of the processing devices 
since it would have allowed control of the load on the cache servers. 

15. With regard to claim 16, as discussed regarding claim 15, Yates further discloses 
that the selected device is selected from a plurality of cache systems. 

16. In referring to claims 3, 17, and 34, Yates shows results indicate to redirect the 
packet from being sent to a destination specified in the received packet (col. 7 lines 39- 
42). 

17. In referring to claims 4, 12, 18, 26, and 35, Yates shows result includes a 
processing device identification corresponding to the selected device (18) to which the 
received packet is to be sent (col. 7 lines 36-42). 

18. In referring to claims 6, 20, and 37, Basilico shows portion of received packet is 
input into the CAM is selected from a group consisting of a destination address, a 
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destination port, source port, and a protocol (fig. 2, col. 4 lines 36-51, col. 5 lines 5 liens 
12-15). 

19. In referring to claims 11 and 25, Yates shows destination field includes an action 
field indicating whether to redirect the packet from a destination indicated by the packet 
itself (col. 7 lines 39-42). 

20. Claims 5, 7-9, 13, 14, 19, 21-23, 27, 28, 36 and 38-40, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basilico in view of Yates et al. and in further 
view of Nataraj et al (US 6,154,348). 

21. In referring to claims 5, 14, 19, 28, and 36, although the combined teachings of 
Basilico and Yates show substantial features of the claimed invention, as discussed 
above, it fails to disclose ternary CAM. Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art 
and would have been an obvious modification to the system shown by Basilico and 
Yates as evidenced by Nataraj. 

In an analogous art, Nataraj shows a method for comparing bit values and a 
matching transistor determining the match state. Nataraj shows ternary CAM for 
carrying out these memory comparisons. 

Given this feature, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying the system shown by Basilico 
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and Yates to employ the features shown by Nataraj in order to increase overall speed of 
comparison functions and decrease power drain (see coL 2 lines 53-58). 

22. In referring to claim 7, 21 , and 38, Basilico shows CAM entry includes bits-to- 
match field (see fig. 3, "56" header), an action filed and redirection destination field 
(output port, 66). 

23. In referring to claim 8, 22, and 39, Yates shows redirection destination field 
identifies a cache system (col. 7 lines 39-41). 

24. In referring to claims 9, 23, and 40, Yates shows action field indicates whether 
the received packet is to be redirected (col. 7 lines 48-56). 

25. In referring to claims 13 and 27, Nataraj shows a set of bit values include at least 
a 1 or a 0 value and a don't care value (col. 1 lines 36-39). 



Application/Control Number: 09/608,548 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2153 

Conclusion 

26. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron Strange whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3959. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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4/12/2005 




